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ABSTRACT
In the teaching of sign languages as foreign languages (FLs), teachers instruct learners in vocabulary and
conversational grammar. In doing so they frequently notice that some learners are able to learn and produce
vocabulary and use correct grammar, whereas others struggle. For a better understanding of learners' learning
processes and their own pedagogical approaches, FL teachers turn to research studies on the teaching and
learning of FLs. However, those studies are often largely inapplicable to their in-classroom practices. To resolve
this problem, this article proposes and explicates teacher-as-researcher as a research paradigm for teachers'
pedagogical development to bring about improved learner outcomes.

FULL TEXT
Headnote
Abstract
In the teaching of sign languages as foreign languages (FLs), teachers instruct learners in vocabulary and
conversational grammar. In doing so they frequently notice that some learners are able to learn and produce
vocabulary and use correct grammar, whereas others struggle. For a better understanding of learners' learning
processes and their own pedagogical approaches, FL teachers turn to research studies on the teaching and
learning of FLs. However, those studies are often largely inapplicable to their in-classroom practices. To resolve
this problem, this article proposes and explicates teacher-as-researcher as a research paradigm for teachers'
pedagogical development to bring about improved learner outcomes.
IN THE TEACHING of sign languages as foreign languages (FLs), teachers instruct learners in vocabulary and
conversational grammar. In doing so they frequently notice that some learners are able to learn and use correct
vocabulary and grammar, whereas others struggle. Particularly for learners who struggle, these teachers need to
rethink their pedagogy, including their curriculum, instructional techniques, and assessment practices, to help
enhance learner outcomes. For instance, they may want to test a new teaching method, modify a pedagogy-in-use,
or compare different practices. For a better understanding of learners' learning processes and their own
pedagogical approaches, FL teachers turn to studies on the teaching and learning of FLs. However, those studies
are often inapplicable to classroom practices for the teaching of sign language as a FL. Thus teachers ought to
conduct research on their own pedagogical practices and their learners'learning techniques. This article proposes
and explicates teacher-as-researcher as a research paradigm for teachers' pedagogical development to bring
about improved learner outcomes.
In the following sections, types of classroom research and problems of using findings that were generated in
earlier educational studies are first discussed. A teacher-as-researcher paradigm that employs action research
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design to ameliorate the problems in general classroom research is then described.
Problems in Educational Research for Teachers
Educational research studies in applied linguistics are shaped by research designs that delimit the scope of
theories and findings that teachers can use to construct their pedagogies. The studies follow one of two main
research designs. One is quantitative research design; the other is qualitative research design. They differ in the
nature of research inquiry and constructs, scope of participants and settings, types of data that are elicited, and
the relationship between constructs (Campbell and Stanley 1963). Quantitative studies in education, which consist
of experiments, draw participants with a wide range of demographic characteristics from many schools and
identify the significance of relationships between, for instance, learner aptitude, instructional material, teaching
strategy, and learner outcomes. Qualitative studies in education, which consist of ethnographies, draw participants
with certain demographic characteristics from one or more schools and identify associations between, for
instance, learner outcomes, learner and teacher motivation and attitudes, and teacher-learner communication
strategies.
We anticipated finding that sign language teachers are able to translate research findings and theories into
pedagogical practices that will optimize teaching and learning. However, teachers often discover that others'
findings are too broad and mostly inapplicable to their inclassroom practices (Darling-Hammond and Bransford
2005; Babkie and Provost 2004; Reason and Bradbury 2008).Those studies tend to be global in that their
participants are drawn from many classrooms and schools. They have demographic characteristics that may or
may not be similar to those of the teachers' own learners. The two research designs represent dissimilar
pedagogical orientations. Quantitative studies isolate and determine relationships between variables beyond
classroom contexts, and the findings are generalized across participants that are specified in the studies.
Qualitative studies assess the effects of context on the relationship between variables, and the findings are
specific only to the contexts and participants in the studies. Teachers may find the results of studies that employ
diverse methodologies daunting and confusing. In addition, studies rarely suggest how to apply their findings to
pedagogy, which leaves teachers to their own devices in doing so (Darling-Hammond and Bransford 2005; Babkie
and Provost 2004; Reason and Bradbury 2008).
In the field of applied linguistics research, a gap exists between research and practice (Darling-Hammond and
Bransford 2005). Sign language teachers have been teaching, and sign language researchers have been
researching. In response to inherent problems in the interface between research and practice, it is time for the
teachers to become researchers.They need to devise new approaches to classroom research with the aim of
optimizing teaching and learning. Teachers should conduct research studies on their own teaching and their
learners' learning.
Teacher-as-Researcher Paradigm
The teacher-as-researcher paradigm has been proposed in applied linguistics to deal with gaps between research
and teacher practice. It is based on an action research design that is built on past theoretical foundations and
problems that appeared during earlier globalized research studies. Action research emerged in the 1980s but came
from a long history of such designs. Pine (2009) provides paradigms that are empirical-positivist-quantitative;
constructivist-interpretivistqualitative; critical theory-postmodernism praxis; and eclectic-mixed. The history of
action research began with technical-scientific inquiries in the fields of business, management, and organization
(Lewin 1946), as well as practical-deliberative inquiries into educational practice and its effect on learners'
experiences (Dewey 1933, 1938). Later on it moved into critical-emancipatory inquiries in liberal democracy and
the development of "conscientization" of the masses through democracy (Freire 1970,1973; Borda 2006). Action
research in education was briefly suspended in the 1950s but revived in the 1960s and 1970s. In the 1970s it was
again in vogue in general education and in the 1980s in applied linguistics, with practical-deliberative and
socialparticipatory inquiries and the employment of eclectic-mixed action research designs.
Action research in applied linguistics was influenced by the teacher-as-researcher movement in education, which
was based on the beliefs of John Dewey (Cochran-Smith and Lytle 1999). Grounded in teachers' inquiries into their
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own educational practices, including teaching, learning, classroom environment, materials, and assessment, action
research is an attempt to connect educational theory with educational practice. The conduct of action research in
education is a stepwise process. It begins with the teachers' recognition of the gap between the ideal and the
actual (Burns 2011). They inquire about teaching and learning, conduct experiments, or create ethnographies as
described earlier and collect and analyze data for relationships and structures that generate effective pedagogical
strategies for improved learner outcomes.They continue in the plan-act-observe-reflect cycle in research (Kemmis
and McTaggart 2005; Burns 2011).The process requires collaboration among teachers and learners to identify
problematic educational practices and outcomes, review past work, develop and execute interventions, and obtain
and assess the results. Action research is interventionist in that it is not derived from the need for knowledge,
theories, or principles but is grounded in praxis for communicative action (cf. Habermas 1984-1987).Teachers
become reflective practitioners by considering their teaching methods and their learners' learning techniques; they
conduct research to help optimize their teaching practices for maximal learning (Schon 1983). Action research is
multiparadigmatic (Pine 2009) and conducted by and for teachers and learners, not outside researchers.
Several goals prompt sign language teachers to become teachersas-researchers and conduct action research in
their classrooms. As teachers-as-researchers, sign language teachers can use action research to test new
pedagogies, modify current pedagogies based on learner errors and strategies, assess the effect of a particular
pedagogical practice on different learners, and compare the effects of various pedagogies on a group of learners.
For instance, sign language teachers may want to determine whether a new pedagogical practice, whether an
instructional strategy, an instructional material, or an assessment procedure, is more effective than an old one.
They may want to pretest their learners, create two groups, assign the learners to one of two groups, construct
experiments with one group using the old pedagogical strategy and the other group using the new one, give them
posttests, and determine which strategy produces better learner outcomes. In addition, teachers may notice that
some of their learners struggle under the old pedagogical methods.They may want to collect information on the
learners' preference regarding, for instance, instructional strategy, materials, and/or assessment procedures,
rework and apply their pedagogies, obtain results, and determine whether the redesigned pedagogies will enhance
the learners' mastery of course content.
Three research studies-on the teaching of vocabulary, the use of voicing, and assessment procedures-conducted
by sign language teachers-as-researchers are used to explicate action research design. They were selected
because they illustrate various uses of the action research paradigm in sign language teaching and learning. For
instance, the first study tested a new teaching method. The second assessed a currently taught teaching method,
while the third compared two assessment procedures. The investigations were conducted by learner teachers in
the master of arts program in the Teaching of American Sign Language as a Foreign Language at Teachers
College, Columbia University, for a course titled Teachers-as-Researchers. The first author of this article was the
course instructor. The learner teachers selected the topics, collected and analyzed data, and wrote research
papers. The first author provided information on research designs and supervised the learner teachers' work. For
each study, the learner teachers first discussed teaching and/or learning, then presented a review of scholarly
literature, proposed research hypotheses or questions, and described their methodology. Each study ends with
results and a discussion of the findings and any implications for teaching and learning.
The Studies
Study One: The Guessability and Teachability of Signs with Iconic Properties
Turtletaub (2013) was planning to teach vocabulary. Some of the vocabulary signs intended for use have iconic
properties. She inquired whether her ASL learners would be able to guess the signs based on their iconic
properties without instruction. For this study, Turtletaub assessed the guessability and teachability of signs with
iconicproperties.
Background. Sign languages illustrate iconicity in their sign vocabularies in the way in which signs are produced.
Iconicity is demonstrated when the production of signs corresponds to the way the actions they refer to are
produced. Examples are eat, sleep, and throw. Iconicity is also demonstrated when the production of signs
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corresponds to the physical appearance, including contours, of the entities they refer to. Examples are house and
mustache. Other signs do not correspond to the gestural-action or perceptual-physical aspects of their
referents.They do not have iconic properties and are designated as arbitrary signs. Examples are dry, garbage, and
coach.
Literature Review. Signs that are iconic should be easily perceived by nonsigning adults who have been found to
retain iconic signs in short- and long-term memory to a greater extent than arbitrary signs in several studies
(Pizzuto and Volterra 2000; Tolar et al. 2007; Ormel et al. 2009). In an investigation of the teaching of iconic signs,
second-language (L2) learners retained iconic signs better than they did opaque and arbitrary signs regardless of
the teaching method (Beykirch, Holcomb, and Harrington 1990).These results suggest that iconic signs do not
need to be taught.
Other studies, however, show that the iconicity of signs does not contribute to their recognition. Iconic signs that
were paired with noniconic signs were not recognized faster or more accurately than the latter (Bosworth and
Emmorey 2010). In addition, the iconicity of signs is not a significant predictor of sign identification and becomes
significant only when combined with increased age for comprehension, that is, older learners were able to identify
iconic signs better than younger learners (Thompson et al. 2012). Moreover, when the iconic property of signs was
highlighted in instruction, subjects matched iconic signs with pictures of their corresponding referents more
quickly than they did for arbitrary signs (Thompson, Vinson, andVigliocco 2009). These results suggest that iconic
signs need to be taught.
These studies focused on deaf native users and hearing nonnative users of ASL and were limited to lab settings.
The participants in the study by Tolar et al. (2007) were nonsigning children between two and a half and five years
of age. The thirty-one deaf participants studied by Ormel and colleagues (2009) were between ten and twelve years
old. The participants studied by Thompson, Vinson, andVigliocco (2009) were deaf native ASL signers, hearing
professional ASL interpreters, and hearing nonsigners. Bosworth and Emmorey's (2010) participants were
prelingually and profoundly deaf subjects who used ASL daily as their primary language.
Turtletaub reviewed earlier studies and found that they (1) presented contradictory findings about the guessability
and teachability of signs with iconic properties and (2) involved the use of subjects who differed demographically
from those of the learners in her own study. She decided to conduct an experiment in which she could simply
show sign vocabulary to her learners and expect them to retain the items without instruction. When necessary, she
would be able to provide explanations and materials to help her learners remember the new material.
Method. Turtletaub used a two-group O-X-O experimental design, with a pretest (the first "O"), a posttest (the
second "O"), and intervening instruction (the "X").The goal was to determine whether the intervening instruction
would affect a learning outcome by comparing the pretest and the posttest scores. This design was used to
compare learners' ability to retain new sign vocabulary without and then with instruction.
Research Hypotheses. For the pretest the null hypothesis was that the learner-participants' scores using iconic
and arbitrary signs would show no difference. The alternate hypothesis was the converse, that is, that the pretest
scores using iconic and arbitrary signs would show a difference in the scores. For the posttest the null hypothesis
was that the learner-participants' scores would show no significant difference between the two instructional
conditions, one based on phonology and the other on the iconicity of sign vocabulary. The alternate hypothesis
was that the two instructional conditions would demonstrate a significant difference in the scores.
Setting. Two level 1 ASL classes in a private high school in New York City were the settings for this study.
Learner-Participants. Turtletaub used her classroom of learners for her study. The learners were thirty-seven
hearing and one hard of hearing adolescent females between thirteen and fifteen years of age. One class
consisted of sixteen learners, and the other, twenty-one. One of the classes was designated as the experimental
group, while the other class served as the control group. None of the subjects reported prior experience learning
ASL or previous interactional experiences with signing deaf individuals before taking the Level 1 ASL class and all
had received similar instruction in their ASL classrooms until the date of the study.
Materials. A list of twenty-two iconic signs was drawn from the compilation in Thompson,Vinson, andVigliocco
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(2009). Since the subjects had been taking ASL for six and a half months and had learned some of the ASL iconic
signs on the list prior to the study, the list had to be adjusted.The final list also included twenty noniconic, arbitrary
signs as foils for the iconic nature of the target signs. The foils were selected because they did not meet the
criteria for iconicity outlined earlier. They also served as a means of comparing the subjects' performance. Used in
both pretest and posttest, the list of forty-two signs appears in appendix A.
Procedure. For the pretest Turtletaub needed to ensure (i) that the learners in both classes had no prior knowledge
of the signs to be taught and (2) that the classes showed no significant differences in the number of correct
guesses of iconic and arbitrary signs. She gave the signs in succession, and her learners wrote down what they
thought they meant. The study ended when the learners guessed the iconic signs correctly more than chance
would allow and perceived them more easily than they did the arbitrary signs. If the learners guessed the iconic
signs correctly less than chance would allow and did so no better than with the arbitrary signs, the study
continued.
One week after the pretest the learners in the two classes were taught the signs for different foods, animals,
articles of clothing, community buildings, and neighborhoods. Turtletaub employed different instructional
strategies for each class. In one class the strategy for teaching both iconic and arbitrary signs was to show
images in a PowerPoint presentation and demonstrate their physical and/or gestural construals in signs. In the
other class the images were also shown in PowerPoint, while the phonological articulators of the signs were
conveyed by showing their formation, including handshape, movement, location, and orientation.
Following the lessons the original pretest was readministered as a posttest to assess learner retention of the new
vocabulary items. The results were analyzed to ascertain differences in subjects' scores between iconic and
arbitrary signs on the one hand and iconically and phonologically based instructional conditions on the other. The
subjects were unaware of the procedures at the time but were debriefed after the completion of the study.
Results.
PRETEST. Only about 10 percent of the iconic signs and up to 2 percent of the arbitrary signs were correctly
guessed on the pretest by both groups of learner-participants. It cannot be said that the iconic and arbitrary signs
were correctly guessed more than chance guessing would permit.To ascertain whether the learner-participants in
the two groups significantly differed in pretest scores for iconic and arbitrary signs, ANOVA was employed. For
iconic signs it was F(i,3ó) = 0.776, p = 0.384, and for arbitrary signs it was F(i,36) = 1.984, p = 0.168. No significant
differences were found in learner-participants pretest scores in iconic and arbitrary signs. Flowever, individual
differences were found in the number of correct guesses of signs. For iconic signs, it was t(37) = 10.224, P <0.001.
For arbitrary signs, it was t(37) = 2.086, p <0.05.The subjects significantly varied in their ability to guess sign
meanings. Based on the pretest results, the signs needed to be taught.The subjects in both classes were next
given instruction on the sign vocabulary.
POSTTEST. In the posttest, learners from both experimental and control groups performed better on identifying the
meaning of the iconic signs (93 percent correct) than they did with the noniconic signs (79 percent correct). To
determine whether experimental and control groups significantly differed in the sign vocabulary retention test for
iconic and arbitrary signs, the ANOVA statistic was used. For iconic signs it was F(i,36) = 2.120, p =.154, and for
arbitrary signs, it was F(i,36) = 0.850, p = 0.363. No significant difference was found between phonology-based and
iconicity-based instructional conditions in the subjects' ability to retain iconic and arbitrary signs. To ascertain
whether learners differed in their posttest scores for iconic and arbitrary signs, a one-sample, two-tailed f-test was
employed. For iconic signs, it was t(37) = 45.979, p <.001, and for arbitrary signs, it was t(37) = 21.329, p <.001.
Learners showed significant variation in their retention of the meaning of iconic and arbitrary signs regardless of
instructional condition.
Discussion. Results supported the null hypothesis (i.e., that the learnerparticipants' pretest scores would show no
difference between iconic and arbitrary signs). The data did not support the findings of Tolar et al. (2007), Ormel et
al. (2009), and Thompson et al. (2012), that is, that the iconic signs would be easily recognized even at a young
age. The high school subjects in this study could not guess the iconic signs and did not demonstrate an innate
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ability to consistently recognize them. Results also supported the null hypothesis (i.e., that the two instructional
conditions for enhancing learners' acquisition of sign vocabulary would also show no significant difference).The
data did not support findings by Beykirch, Holcomb, and Harrington (1990) and Thompson, Vinson, and Vigliocco
(2009) on the utility of teaching vocabulary based on the signs' iconic properties. Neither the iconicbased nor the
phonology-based instructional approach to the teaching of sign vocabulary with iconic and arbitrary properties
showed an advantage.
PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS. Turtletaub concluded that signs with iconic properties could not be guessed by the
learners and that they would need to be taught to them. In addition, teachers can choose either instructional
approach in the teaching of sign vocabulary
Study Two: Voicing and ASL Vocabulary Learning
Working with learners with learning disabilities (LD), DeLouise (2011) employed an instructional strategy for the
teaching of sign vocabulary that did not involve the use of voice. With voice off, she instructed her learners to sign
vocabulary using pictures as instructional material and then gave them a sign vocabulary retention test. After she
saw that some of her learners were not able to remember the vocabulary and pass the test, DeLouise decided to
determine whether she needed to modify her instructional strategy to meet the needs of her learners who had LD.
For this second study she planned to look into past studies in pedagogy for learners with learning disabilities and
conduct experiments with her teaching.
Background. ASL teachers frequently have learners with LD in their classrooms who exhibit difficulties in
mastering spoken native and FL vocabulary. For DeLouise, two issues were of interest. One was whether the
learners exhibit similar difficulties when learning vocabulary in ASL, which is a visual language. The other was
whether she needed to provide an alternative instructional model for these learners with LD.
Literature Review. DeLouise learned from past studies that learners identified as having LD experience difficulties
in processing auditory information (obtained from listening) and graphic information from print sources.They also
find that their difficulties with spoken, native language do carry over to FL learning (Dinklage 1971; Sparks et al.
1992; DeFino and Lombardino 2004; Sparks et al. 2006). For learners with LD, Sparks and Ganschow (1993)
attributed the difficulties in verbal FL acquisition to auditory-verbal, native-language cognitive deficiencies. The
studies DeLouise read focused on learners with LD in spoken-not signed-FL classes and included learners who
experienced auditory-verbal language-processing difficulties. In addition, there are different types of LD that
pertain to the processing of languages, in particular, one that was based on auditory-verbal problems and another
that was based on visual-manual language-processing difficulties (McGrady and Olson 1970; Fischer 2012). The
previous studies did not address the possibility that different types of LD may affect the learning of FLs in different
ways.
The subjects in the studies cited were largely unlike those in DeLouise's investigation. Several of the investigations
(e.g., Sparks et al. 2006; Sparks et al. 1992) looked at high school learners with LD in spoken FL classes, while
others (e.g., Dinklage 1971; DeFino and Lombardino 2004) looked at college learners. Still others (e.g., Sparks et al.
2006) compared high school and college learners with LD in spoken FL classes. The learners in these studies
varied in age and school level and were learning spoken FLs. DeLouise's high school learners were learning ASL.
She decided to conduct two experiments with her learners.
Method. The objective of the first experiment was to determine whether a voice-off instructional method aids
learners in acquiring ASL sign vocabulary. The second experiment aimed to assess the relationship between
learners' auditory-verbal and visual-manual language-processing abilities and their learning of ASL vocabulary
under two different voicing conditions during instruction.
Research Hypotheses. The null hypotheses were (a) that learners with LD exhibit no difference in their ability to
retain ASL vocabulary under a voice-off instructional condition and (b) that these learners demonstrate no
difference in their retention of ASL vocabulary under two different instructional conditions. The alternate
hypotheses were (a) that learners with auditory processing disorders will perform better than learners with visual
processing disorders in a voice-off ASL vocabulary retention task and (b) that learners with visual processing
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disorders will perform better than learners with auditory processing disorders in a voice-on ASL vocabulary
retention task.
Setting. A private, special education high school for learners with LD in New York City was the setting for this
study.
Learner-Participants. A class of ten first-year high school learners participated in the study. Each learnerparticipant was classified as having a disability in language learning and displayed either auditory or visual
processing difficulties.They were native English speakers learning ASL as a second language. The study included
four females and six males ranging from thirteen to fifteen years of age.
Materials. Data for the study were collected from two sources: reports on subjects' performance in a battery of
psychoeducational assessments and their ASL vocabulary pretest and posttest scores from this teaching
intervention. Here, the focus was on whether the learners' capacity to learn ASL vocabulary under different
instructional conditions would relate to their particular auditory or visual language-processing abilities.
To ascertain this, the learners first took a battery of psychoeducational assessments that evaluated their auditoryverbal and visual-manual abilities. The instruments utilized were the Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of Intelligence;
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (third, fourth, and fifth editions); Woodcock-Johnson-III Tests of
Achievement; Das-Naglieri Cognitive Assessment System; Wechsler Individual Achievement Test (third edition);
Stanford-Binet V; Developmental Neuropsychological Assessment; Test of Auditory Processing Skills; Test of
Auditory Processing Skills-Revised; Wide Range Assessment of Memory and Learning (second edition); Wechsler
Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence (2001 and 2003); Clinical Evaluation of Language Functions (fourth
edition); BenderGestalt Test of Visual-Motor Integration; and WJ Reading Mastery Tests.The learner-participants'
results were compared to their performance under different instructional conditions.
Vocabulary lists were drawn from the ASL curriculum used at the study site.They covered a unit titled "Home," with
subunits on rooms, addresses, transportation, furniture, and other home items, locations and directions.
Procedure. All of the learner-participants had been learning ASL for four months before the study was conducted.
When the learnerparticipants were first introduced to the "Home" unit, they were taught vocabulary about rooms,
addresses, and transportation under the voice-off instructional condition. The first list of vocabulary items covered
is shown in appendix B. The items were introduced as images on the SmartBoard. The learner-participants were
prompted to guess what the signs for these items might be. Their teacher showed ASL signs with pictures or
images five to seven times, and the learner-participants rehearsed the signs. After each list was reviewed, the
learner-participants were given a vocabulary retention test. The test, which served as a pretest for this experiment,
was administered in the same class period during which the vocabulary items were introduced. The teacher used
ASL to provide the signs without voice, and the learner-participants were asked to write down the words that
corresponded to the signs.
Proficiency in any of the recall tests was based on accurate recall and translation of 85 percent or more of the
presented vocabulary. Learner-participants who attained at least 85 percent in the pretest continued to be taught
new vocabulary under the voice-off instructional condition for the subsequent subunits of the "Home" unit. The
learner-participants who attained less than 85 percent on the pretest were assigned to the voice-on group and
were subsequently taught under that instructional condition. For the next three weeks of the study, the "voice-off"
and "voice-on" groups were taught-in separate classrooms-the new vocabulary on the last three subtopics of the
"Home" unit, which concerned the house and directions. The next set of vocabulary taught to the learnerparticipants is shown in appendix C. Both voice-off and voice-on groups were then given a vocabulary retention
posttest, and their scores were compared to ascertain differences in performance under the different instructional
conditions.
Results. DeLouise found that five out of ten learner-participants were able to recall the presented vocabulary in the
pre-test under the voiceoff instruction condition. These five participants continued as the voice-off group and
received subsequent vocabulary instruction under the voice-off condition. Results in the subsequent experiment
for the voice-off group showed that the learner-participants continued to perform vocabulary recall well under the
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voice-off instructional condition. In fact, other than one learner-participant who was managing personal difficulties
at the time of assessment, the four other participants passed each assessment at a full ioo percent proficiency for
all lexical items in each of the three lists. The psychoeducational assessments indicated that the visual abilities of
the four learner-participants exceeded their word-based verbal abilities.Their visual abilities explain both their
success in the initial test, which assessed their ability to retain vocabulary learned under the voice-off instructional
condition, and their ability to retain all of the vocabulary learned under the subsequent voice-off instructional
condition.
Five other learner-participants who did not demonstrate proficiency in the pre-test under the voice-off instruction
condition were assigned to the voice-on group and received subsequent vocabulary instruction under the voice-on
condition. For the voice-on group, findings show that the five learner-participants were able to retain vocabulary
learned under the voice-on instructional condition. Some of the learner-participants demonstrated greater wordbased verbal abilities and lower visual perceptual abilities on the psychoeducational assessments, which
explained the observation that they did not pass the initial vocabulary retention test under the voice-off
instructional condition but passed the subsequent vocabulary retention tests under the voice-on instructional
condition.
Three learner-participants exhibited language-processing abilities in their psychoeducational assessment results
that were not reflected in their performance in the vocabulary retention tests. In these cases, psychoeducational
evaluations may not be the most reliable source of information when choosing a language teaching strategy (
Sparks 2009). More information from the assessments may be needed to provide the necessary data to help
determine the learner-participants' capacity for instruction.
Discussion. DeLouise saw that the first group of learners was able to retain sign vocabulary taught under the
voice-off instructional condition and that the second group was able to retain vocabulary that they learned under
the voice-on instructional condition. The results suggest that learners' performance in ASL vocabulary retention
tests under different instructional conditions was related to their visual and verbal processing abilities.The learnerparticipants who had high visual processing skills and low verbal processing skills acquired ASL vocabulary well
under the voice-off instructional condition. Likewise, those who had high verbal processing skills and low visual
processing skills performed poorly on the vocabulary retention test under the initial voice-off instructional
condition but acquired the vocabulary well in the subsequent voice-on environment.This experiment rejects the
null hypotheses and supports the alternate hypotheses. Learners with auditory processing abilities and visual
processing disorders perform well on the vocabulary retention tests when provided with auditory lexical support
during ASL learning. Those with visual processing abilities and auditory processing disorders perform well after
voice-off, FL instruction.
PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS. On the basis of the results, teachers should carefully decide on a voicing policy
based on the sensory processing abilities and difficulties of learners with LD. DeLouise decided to use both voiceon instruction for some learners who benefited from it, as well as voice-off instruction for other learners who
gained from it.
Study Three: ASL Assessments and Test Anxiety
After teaching lessons on personal information, Drake (2011) was preparing to evaluate her learners and needed to
choose a form of assessment. She needed to find not only an assessment instrument but also a procedure for
administering it. In addition, she wanted the evaluation process to engage the learners and not create anxiety for
them.
Background. Drake (ibid.) learned from earlier FL studies that learners who took tests often experienced anxiety,
which can be further exasperated by assessment technologies. She wanted her learners to succeed in class and
feel comfortable and confident in showing their signing skills during evaluation. In addition, she read about and
inquired whether the two popular visual assessment practices (i.e., live interview and videotext) that are currently
used in ASL-as-a-foreignlanguage classrooms would generate high anxiety among the learners.
Literature Review. As just mentioned, previous studies report that learners who take tests often experience anxiety
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(Aydin 2009; Shomoossi, Kassaian, and Ketabi 2009;Teemant 2010) such as negative cognitive, affective, and
behavioral reactions (MacIntyre and Gardner 1994) and impaired communicative aspects of language (Horvvitz,
Horvvitz, and Cope 1986; MacIntyre and Gardner T989, 1991a, 1991b). Drake also learned that test anxiety can be
further exacerbated by the technology used for assessment. However, the tools used for assessment in spoken
FLs were audio-only, video-only, and text-only technologies. Lower anxiety levels have been found for a text chat
group and higher ones for a voice chat group (Satar and Ozdener 2008). In addition, statistically significant
differences in test anxiety have been found between an audio-only group and a video-only group: The audio-only
group experienced less anxiety than did the video-only group (Sueyoshi and Hardison 2005). Moreover, significant
differences in anxiety were found between text-only and video-only groups: Less anxiety was experienced by the
text-only group (Gruba 1993). Researchers in these studies agreed that learner anxiety varied as a function of
assessment technology but disagreed on which assessment format generated greater test anxiety among the
learners. To date, no study of test anxiety has been carried out among learners of ASL as a FL.
In addition, the demographic characteristics of the subjects in most of the past studies were not comparable to
Drakes learners. The ma- jority of those investigations focused on college learners (seeTeemant 2010; Gruba 1993;
MacIntyre and Gardner 1989, 1991a, 1991b, 1994; Sueyoshi and Hardison 2005; Shomoossi, Kassaian, and Ketabi
2009). Another study (Satar and Ozdener 2008) looked at high school learners who were evaluated using
instruments that were not videotext or live interviews. Other studies discussed anxiety in general as it was
experienced by FL learners in high school and college (Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope 1986; Zeidner 1998; Aydin
2009). None of the studies compared the effects of live interview and videotext assessment procedures on
learners' anxiety. Drake decided to conduct an experiment of her own.
Method. A 2X2 experimental design was employed to ascertain whether a difference in anxiety exists between the
two assessment procedures. The 2X2 design consisted of two independent variables: the two assessment
procedures and two groups of learner-participants. The learner-participants' anxiety levels during the procedures
were assessed as a dependent variable. The cells of the table in appendix D represent anxiety levels as measured
in the Test Influence Inventory (Fujii 1993), which will be described later.
Research Hypotheses. The null hypothesis for this study was that, as measured by a test anxiety assessment
instrument, the Test Influence Inventory, there is no difference in the anxiety levels experienced by the learnerparticipants in live interview and videotext assessment conditions in all ASL level groups (ibid.).The alternative
hypothesis was that, as indicated in the Test Influence Inventory, there is a difference in anxiety levels experienced
by the learner-participants in live interview and videotext assessment conditions in all ASL level groups.
Setting. The setting for this study was a public high school run by the New York City Department of Education.The
school offered ten ASL classes in levels one through three.
Learner-Participants. Thirty-one first- and second-year high school learners from three ASL Level 1 classes
participated in the study.They ranged in age between 13 and 19 years, with an average age of 15.07. The number
of male and female learners (16 and 15, respectively) was approximately equal.
Materials. Two instruments were used in this study, the test questions and the Test Influence Inventory (Fujii
1993).The learners were given questions to answer (see appendix D). During the assessments the learners signed
about two birthdays, including other learners' birthdays, date, day of the week, and month twice (once for the
camera and once for their teacher).They were then surveyed with regard to any anxiety they felt during the test.
Drake decided to keep the test questions short and simple since lengthy test questions may generate high anxiety
among the learners regardless of the assessment procedure.
The Test Influence Inventory (TII) (ibid.), a questionnaire, was used to elicit data on learner anxiety (see appendix
E).The items of the TII questionnaire include scales for learners to indicate the levels of stress and anxiety they felt
during the tests. These items pertain to indicators of anxiety such as emotions, bodily responses, nervousness,
worry, and perspiration.The TII responses were indicated on a Likert scale. The TII has been successfully validated
and utilized (In'nami 2006; Shomoossi, Kassaian, and Ketabi 2009) with 0.87 test-retest reliability coefficient,
which was adequate.
PDF GENERATED BY SEARCH.PROQUEST.COM

Page 9 of 16

Procedure. For three lessons the learners learned sign vocabulary and grammar related to time, calendars, and
birthdays. Following the lessons they performed their sign vocabulary and grammar skills under two different
assessment conditions and were given a test anxiety questionnaire to determine any difference in their anxiety
levels with respect to the assessment instruments. To keep the experiment simple, Drake had her learners signing
the same information about birthdays under two different assessment procedures.To ensure that test anxiety did
not vary by assessment technology and the learner-participants, the latter were subjected to both assessment
conditions (i.e., a live interview with the course instructor and a videotape of their signed production).
The learner-participants were randomly assigned to two groups. Group A performed in a videotext first and a live
interview second, while Group B took the live interview first and the videotext second. Since all learners took the
test using both formats, neither group was unfairly disadvantaged if an assessment format was found to
negatively affect the learners' anxiety. Their scores on the questionnaire under both assessment conditions were
compared and tested using the ANOVA statistic to determine differences in anxiety levels. For the purposes of
data interpretation, a score of 2.5 on the TII is the cutoff point distinguishing between high and low anxiety levels.
Any score below 2.5 indicated a high level of anxiety and above 2.5 indicated a low anxiety level.
Results. Drake found that, in general, learners experienced similarly high anxiety levels for the two assessment
procedures, although variations among some learners were detected.
First Round: To determine whether learner-participants vary in their anxiety level within each assessment format,
the range of average scores on the TII for the nineteen questionnaire items was calculated. The scores for Group A
showed a range from a low of 2.53 to a high of 4.06. The scores for Group B showed a range from a low of 3.06 to a
high of 4.40. In addition, no significant differences were found in the learner-participants' responses to TII items
between the first round of Videotext and live interview assessment groups. For the nineteen questionnaire items in
the TII, the significance levels ranged from p = 0.065 to p = 0.956. Although variations were found in the learnerparticipants' anxiety level, the learners generally experienced high anxiety under these two testing conditions.
Second Round: In the second round, the learner-participants switched the assessment conditions. The next task
was to compare the learner-participants' anxiety level under the Videotext and interview assessment formats.
There were variations in the TII scores under the live interview assessment condition (ranging from 3.133 to 4.40)
among Group A learner-participants who took the Videotext first. There were also variation in the scores under the
videotext assessment condition (ranging from 2.88 to 4.38) among Group B learner-participants who took the
interview first. In addition, ANOVA showed no significant differences in Til responses for the videotext and live
interview assessment formats by the learner-participants who took the videotext assessment first and the live
interview assessment second (F(i,28) = 0.909, p = 0.349) and by the learner-participants who took the live interview
assessment first and the videotext assessment second (F(i,3o) = .121, p = 0.731).
Interestingly, all mean TII scores within all groups exceeded the 2.5 cutoff point, which implied high anxiety level in
both assessment formats examined thus far.
Discussion. This study found no significant differences in anxiety levels between the Videotext and live interview
assessment formats experienced in the first round by the learner-participant test takers. This study also found that
no significant differences in anxiety levels experienced by the learner-participants for the subsequent assessment
procedure regardless of the instrument. However, the learner-participants scored more than 2.5 in the two rounds,
which indicates a high anxiety level for the two assessment procedures for all learners regardless of the order in
which they took them.
This study confirmed the presence of anxiety during FL expressive assessments, which is consistent with previous
work on anxiety in FL learning (MacIntyre and Gardner 1989,1991b; Fujii 1993; Gruba 1993; Sueyoshi and Hardison
2005; Satar and Ozdener 2008; Shomoossi et al. 2009; Aydin 2009;Teemant 2010). However, since no other studies
have compared learner anxiety in Videotext and live interview, there was no benchmark for a comparison. Both
assessment techniques were found to produce high levels of anxiety, and they did not differ significantly in
producing high levels of test anxiety among the learnerparticipants. This study's findings were not comparable to
those in Satar and Ozdener (2008), Sueyoshi and Hardison (2005), and Gruba (1993).
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Pedagogical implications. As a result of the experiments, Drake decided to employ both assessment procedures in
her evaluation of her learners'ASL skills and to select certain assessment procedures that would generate less
anxiety for particular learners.Teachers of ASL can use either video text or live interviews as assessment
procedures in their ASL classrooms inasmuch as they induced similar anxiety levels for the two groups of learnerparticipants under study and in different orders of utilization. However, ASL teachers should be aware that the live
interview and videotext assessment procedures induced different anxiety levels for different learners and thus
choose a procedure that will not exacerbate a particular learner's assessment experience.
Discussion. When teachers wonder whether their pedagogies could generate better learner outcomes, they often
look into past research studies, where they tend to encounter competing theories and findings. They often feel that
the results of those investigations are largely inapplicable to their own classrooms. Two issues here are as
follows: (1) the specificity of learner populations examined in the studies compared to demographic
characteristics, language aptitudes, and the type oí schools the learners attended in past, globalized research
studies, and (2) the applicability of the past research findings for teachers working with their particular learners in
their particular classrooms.
Specificity of Learner Population in Classrooms
With regard to demographic characteristics, language aptitudes, and the type of schools previously attended, the
learner population in an ASL teacher's classroom may differ from those covered in earlier studies. Due to
dissimilarities among learner populations, results from past studies may not be comparable to those found in ASL
teachers' classrooms. For instance, in her beginning ASL classes Turtletaub (2013) studied her learners, who were
female and included mostly hearing individuals and one who was hard of hearing. Earlier studies examined deaf
native ASL signers, hearing professional ASL interpreters, and hearing nonsigners. In DeLouise's (2011) high
school ASL classroom, the subjects were her learners, who had learning disabilities. Earlier studies on the topic
she chose looked at high school and college learners with learning disabilities in spoken FL classrooms. Drake
(2011) studied high school learners in her beginning ASL classes, while earlier studies focused on high school and
college learners of spoken FLs.
Applicability of Findings from Globalized Studies to Classroom Studies
Whether teachers can apply findings from previous, globalized studies in their classrooms can be ascertained by
comparing those earlier results with their own findings. The results are frequently not comparable. For instance,
Turtletaub's (2013) study showed that the lack of difference in learner-participants' pretest scores on iconic and
arbitrary signs on the one hand and posttest scores on iconic-based and phonology-based instructional
approaches on the other hand did not support past findings on the topic. DeLouise's (2011) study showed that
certain learners with learning disability were able to retain sign vocabulary under the voice-off instructional
condition, while other learners were able to retain the vocabulary under the voice-011 instructional condition, which
did not agree with previous studies on the topic. Drake's (2011) study showed no significant differences in anxiety
levels experienced by learners under the live interview and videotext assessment procedures in both first and
second rounds of testing, but there are no past studies with which to compare the results on the assessment
procedures.
Pedagogical Implications of the Teacher-as-Researcher Paradigm
The studies that were conducted by Turtletaub, DeLouise, and Drake demonstrate how important it is for sign
language teachers to become teachers-as-researchers and to employ an action research design to help develop
pedagogies for optimal learner outcomes. In contrast to the paradigms that were followed in globalized,
multischool studies, the teacher-as-researcher paradigm allows teachers to work with their particular learners in
their particular classrooms.They allow the teachers to conduct experiments and ethnographies to discern
pedagogies that will generate maximal outcomes for their learners. For instance, Turtletaub, having seen that her
learners could not guess the meanings of sign vocabulary items but learned and retained them after they were
taught, decided that signs, regardless of whether they are iconic or gestural, would need to be taught using either
an iconic- or a phonology-based instructional approach. DeLouise's results indicated to her that learners vary in
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their auditory and visual processing abilities and that she needs to use both a voice-on instructional condition for
some learners and a voice-off instructional conditions for others. Drake learned that the Videotext and the live
interview assessment procedures generated high learner anxiety, that learners vary in their anxiety levels, and that
either assessment procedure may be used in classrooms.
Limitations and Future Studies
These examples of studies conducted by the teachers-as-researchers have certain limitations. Although they
employed quantitative research designs, a need also exists for teacher-as-researcher studies that employ
qualitative research designs. In addition, the examples presented here focused on topics such as sign iconicity,
voicing, and assessments. Other topics that would benefit from examination include teacher-learner classroom
discourse, teacher feedback related to learner progress, and between-learner interactions. Resolution of the
limitations will expand the scope of research on the teacher-as-researcher paradigm.
Conclusion
This article aims to transition sign language teachers from their reliance on past, globalized studies and their
instinctive ("gut") feelings to guide their pedagogies, to an active endeavor whereby they continually question their
classroom strategies and their learners' progress, seek ways to maximize educational outcomes, and explore new
teaching methods and other opportunities for learning. We hope that the three studies presented here will
encourage sign language teachers to rethink their classroom techniques, hold teaching and learning to a higher
standard, and take a scholarly approach to their pedagogies. Becoming a teacher-as-researcher and conducting an
active research agenda should be a part of lifelong learning for sign language teachers as they continually hone
their skills and work to improve their learners' learning outcomes. Teaching needs to be conducted as a scholarly
activity that is grounded in research-based evidence. A critical, scholarly evaluation of pedagogy for effective
learning occurs when teachers assess their teaching strategies and materials, modify them if they find that some
learners need further instruction, and reassess to ascertain whether learners' outcomes are enhanced. The action
research paradigm enables teachers to teach, identify and/or inquire about struggles and strategies in teaching
and/or learning, construct alternative pedagogical methods, and determine whether they are teaching effectively
and their learners are demonstrating the knowledge and skills they need to become successful sign language
communicators.
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Appendix D
Examination #1
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Take a piece of scrap paper and write:
Your name
Your gender (male or female)
Your age (ex. 14)
Your year in school (ex. Freshman, sophomore)
Expressive Quiz:
You will be talking about two birthdays. For each birthday, you will need to say:
Who's birthday it is
What date it is (ex. the 4th)
The day of the week (ex. Monday)
The month (ex. March)
Appendix E
Test Influence Inventory
Name:___________
Male/female:___________
Birth year:___________
What test did you just take? (Camera or Interview):___________
Instructions: Please mark the choice that best describes your test-taking habits.
Please select an answer for every statement.
Strongly agree = SA
Agree = A
Neither agree nor disagree = N
Disagree = D
Strongly disagree = SD
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